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The rating of writing has been the subject of an enormous volume of research. 
One type of formal writing assessment, used to evaluate non-native writers is holistic 
scoring. In holistic scoring, raters award a single mark based on a student’s overall 
performance. This assessment is usually done with a reference to a series of 
descriptions of different levels of writing ability given on a rating scale which are 
called descriptors. However, this scoring method may sometimes pose special 
problems in writing assessment because a scoring system in modem assessment does 
not always lead to feasible scales. When scale descriptors are not precise enough, a 
rater’s standards may change during a single rating session or different raters of the 
same students may not agree on the meaning of scale descriptors so they give
different scores to the same student performance. Therefore, the rating scales used 
should be analyzed in order to find out whether they are workable or not.
The purpose of this research study was to investigate whether there are 
significant differences among teachers in their use of the holistic grading system 
which is used for scoring students’ essays at Eastern Mediterranean University 
Preparatory School (EMUEPS) in North Cyprus and to make some recommendations 
for the improvement of the holistic scoring system.
Two types of data were used in this study: essay scores and raters’ opinions. 
The participants in the study were 10 intermediate teachers. First, the teachers 
marked chosen 36 intermediate essays 6 from each band by using the six-point 
holistic scale used at EMUEPS. The grades given to 36 Intermediate essays by 10 
different teachers were correlated by using the Friedman Test on the SPSS Program. 
The result of the Friedman Test revealed that there are significant differences among 
teachers in their use of the holistic rating system.
Then the teachers were interviewed about the holistic scale used at EMUEPS, 
specific papers they marked and training they had had on the use of the holistic rating 
scale. The results of the interviews indicated that the raters have common problems 
in assigning grades to students’ essays. The common problems faced by the raters 
are as follows: 1. Some essays do not fit into just one band, 2. Some terms used in 
the descriptors are not clear such as a few, a number and many, 3. Bands are very
close to each other so it is difficult to differentiate between them especially bands C 
and D.
After an analysis of the holistic rating scale used at EMUEPS, some 
recommendations were made for the improvement of both the holistic rating scale 
and the training the teachers receive on the use of the rating scale. Recommendation 
for the improvement of the rating scale includes revising and clarifying some of the 
terms used in descriptors such as a few  and a number in order to make them clear for 
the raters. For the training, the teachers need to go through more scripts and meet 
certain standards before they take part in actual scoring procedure.
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CHAPTER 1
Introduction
Assessment plays an important part in every class that asks students to write. 
Every teacher who uses writing as part of teaching must evaluate their students’ 
progress in writing at different stages of the teaching/leaming process. This 
evaluation of progress usually requires the teachers to assess their students in a 
continuous and systematic way.
In terms of scoring, writing tests fall into two categories: objective or 
subjective (Alderson, Clapham & Wall, 1995; Harrison, 1991, Hughes, 1989; 
Underhill, 1987; Weir, 1990). In objective tests, writing is divided into discrete 
levels, for example, grammar, vocabulary, spelling and punctuation and these 
elements are tested separately such as in multiple choice tests. On the other hand, in 
subjective tests more direct extended writing tasks such as essays can be used. 
Objective tests have only one correct answer, but subjective tests may result in a 
range of possible answers.
With a completely objective response format, there should be no variation in 
scoring from marker to marker (Caroll & Hall, 1985; Underhill, 1987). For 
example, two markers marking a multiple choice test, with a given list of the 
accepted options for each item, should give the test the same score. Therefore, the 
scoring is automatic. On the other hand, for subjectively-marked items, such as 
essays, the scoring is not automatic because however carefully the teachers monitor 
their students’ assessment and use the given criteria, there is always room for 
differences of personal opinion about the quality of piece of work (Caroll & Hall,
1985). “Either different markers give different scores to the same learners, or the 
same marker gives the same test different scores on two different occasions” 
(Underhill, 1987, p. 79). It is not really the tests which are subjective or objective, 
but the systems by which they are marked.
Although the scoring is subjective, today many universities are testing 
students’ competence in writing directly through essays rather than indirect objective 
tests, such as multiple choice tests because it is believed that good classroom tests 
should always reflect the teaching that has taken place beforehand (Hamp-Lyons, 
1990; Hamp-Lyons, 1991a; Hughes, 1989).
The essays that are used in testing writing are usually scored by teachers or 
trained readers through two different approaches: A single global impression 
(holistic) or an analytic method of writing analysis which makes use of different 
rating scales (Alderson, Clapham & Wall, 1995; Connor-Linton, 1995; Heaton, 1994; 
Hughes, 1989; Weir, 1990). Rating scales usually consist of numbers or letters with 
statements of the kind of behavior that each point on the scale refers to and these 
statements are called ‘descriptors’ (Alderson, Clapham & Wall, 1995).
Scoring methods may sometimes pose problems in writing assessment 
because the need for a scoring system in modem language assessment does not 
always lead to workable scales (Upshur & Turner, 1995; White, 1994). The use of 
ineffective and inefficient scales may result in differences of opinion about how to 
assess the quality of written work. Therefore, the reliability of the scoring is 
threatened.
Teachers and other professionals using writing tests in instructional situations 
need effective rating scales to assess students’ use of language. Because of the 
subjective nature of writing assessment, lower reliability might be expected. 
Reliability has to do with the consistency of measures across different times, test 
forms, raters and other characteristics of the measurement context (Bachman, 1990; 
Brown, 1996). In the area of essay assessment, the word reliability refers to fairness 
and consistency in grading. For a variety of reasons raters may give different scores 
to the same paper by a student (Upshur & Turner 1995). For example, one teacher 
may give generally higher average scores than another or one teacher may assign a 
wider range of scores than another. Indeed, a single rater’s standards may vary over 
a single rating session. Therefore, as White (1994) puts it, without a clear rating 
scale all papers may receive all possible scores. The scoring systems and the rating 
scales used should be analysed in order to find out whether they are reliable for the 
institution.
Background of the study
Eastern Mediterranean University (EMU) is an English medium university in 
North Cyprus. Students who are not proficient in English are required to study at the 
university preparatory school for one year. At the beginning of the academic year, 
students sit for a placement test which allocates them to one of four levels: 
beginners, elementary, pre-intermediate and intermediate. All students who have 
fulfilled the attendance requirements of the EMUEPS are allowed to sit for a level 
test after each eight-week period. The level tests are based on what has been taught
during the eight-week period, the course content of the previous levels and 
complementary materials. The level tests consist of listening, writing, reading skills 
plus a language structure section and a vocabulary section.
The writing section comprises 20 % of the total score. In the writing section 
of the test, the students in each level are expected to write a 50-minute essay on a 
given topic. The students are usually asked to write comparative, argumentative or 
descriptive essays. Students who score 60 or above in the level tests can move up to 
the next levels. Only the students who pass the intermediate level test can take the 
February proficiency test. If they pass this test, they go to their departments. 
Passing the proficiency test demonstrates an intermediate level of language ability 
which is the exit level from the preparatory school to the university.
Student essays are scored by EMUEPS teachers. The teachers score the 
essays using a six-band holistic rating scale which was designed by the EMUEPS 
testing unit.
The EMUEPS teachers were all trained on the scale by the teacher trainers 
who were previously trained by the designer of the six-band holistic rating scale.
The assistant director who was the designer of the scale trained the teacher trainers 
by using the rating scale and some sample scripts in couple of weeks over two 
sessions. In the training sessions for teacher trainers, first what each band meant on 
the six- band holistic scale was discussed. Since the rating scale was designed to be 
used in all levels: elementary, pre-intermediate, intermediate, upper-intermediate at 
EMUEPS, they also discussed what each band meant at different levels. Then the 
trainers marked 4 or 5 sample essays and by looking at them in detail with the
assistant director, they together tried to establish a consensus about what a particular 
essay should have been graded and what made it that grade rather than another grade. 
After this stage, the trainers were given a larger number of papers, about 20, to be 
marked and this time they tried marking these papers at speed. In the training 
sessions, the trainers were told to give the higher grade if they were in doubt between 
two grades on the six-band scale. After the teacher trainers were trained on the use of 
the holistic rating scale, each one trained a team of 10 to 12 teachers by following the 
same steps in the training process.
Statement of the Problem
There are about 2000 students studying in the four different levels of the 
EMUEPS program: beginners, elementary, pre-intermediate and intermediate. The 
ones who have fulfilled the attendance requirements of the EMUEPS are allowed to 
take level tests after each eight-week period. The level tests include a writing 
section. The students in all levels are required to write essays for the level tests. The 
writing section comprises 20 % of the total score. Level tests are important for the 
students because the results of these tests state whether the students are ready to 
advance in the EMUEPS program or not. The level test is even more important for 
the intermediate students because it states whether they are ready to take the 
February proficiency test. The intermediate students who score 60 or above in the 
level test are allowed to take the proficiency test after a week’s period, at the end of 
the semester. This means that the essays have to be scored effectively and efficiently 
in a short time before the proficiency test.
All EMUEPS teachers take part in scoring procedure. First, the teachers get 
into their teaching teams which consist of 10 or 12 teachers teaching in the same 
level. Then the teachers are divided into pairs: marker A and marker B. Each pair is 
given two envelopes, containing a maximum of 28 essays. The teachers grade the 
essays from the same level as they teach, but they do not grade the papers of their 
own students. Each marker in a pair gets an envelope and grades the essays in it 
independently from their partner, using the six-band holistic scale in use at 
EMUEPS. When they have finished grading all the essays they exchange the 
envelopes and grade the contents of the second envelope.
There is also a teacher trainer in each team who acts as a moderator and 
controls the grading process. When the pairs finish the moderator compares the 
grades given by the two markers in each pair. If there is disagreement between the 
grades given by the two markers they are asked to reread the essays again but this 
time together and try to reach an agreement. If they still cannot agree on some of the 
essays, the moderator grades these papers.
Since the holistic rating system is being used at EMUEPS for the first time, 
the teachers, the testing unit and the administration want to know whether there are 
significant differences among teachers in their use of the rating system for scoring 
essays.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this research study is to investigate whether there are 
significant differences among teachers in their use of the holistic grading system used
at EMUEPS and also to find out the teachers’ perspectives on the use of the holistic 
grading system. The holistic grading system, which is used for scoring students’ 
essays, is being used for the first time this year at the preparatory school of Eastern 
Mediterranean University in North Cyprus. If the result of this study shows that 
there are significant differences among the teachers in their use of the holistic scoring 
system the researcher will make some recommendations for the improvement of the 
grading system used at EMUEPS.
This study also attempts to involve the EMUEPS teachers who score the 
papers. Therefore, the opinions and suggestions of the EMUEPS teachers will play a 
vital role in determining whether there are significant differences among teachers in 
their use of the scoring system and in making recommendations for the improvement 
of the scoring system if necessary.
Significance of the study
The writing exam, held every eight week period at the English preparatory 
school in EMU, plays an important role in students’ education because in addition to 
other exams the results of it determine whether the students are ready to move up to 
another level or have to repeat the same level. For intermediate students it is more 
important because if they pass the exam, which includes the writing section, they can 
take the proficiency test. In order to score the essays that the students produce in 
these writing exams, the teachers need a reliable rating scale and effective and 
efficient training.
In this research study, whether there are significant differences among the 
teachers in their use of the holistic grading system used at EMUEPS and the teachers 
perspectives on the use of this system will be investigated. The researcher hopes that 
her institution will benefit from this research study in the following way: The 
EMUEPS administration and the testing unit will find out whether there are 
significant differences among teachers in their use of the holistic grading system and 
also the teachers’ perspectives on this system so that they can make some changes or 
adaptations related to the grading system used at EMUEPS if necessary. This 
research study will also be valuable for other people in other institutions who would 
like to use a holistic grading system in the area of writing assessment.
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Research Questions
This study will address the following research questions:
1. Are there significant differences among the intermediate teachers in their use of 
the holistic grading system for scoring essays at EMUEPS?
2. What are the intermediate teachers’ perspectives on the use of the holistic grading 
system used at EMUEPS?
3. If there are significant differences among the intermediate teachers in their use of 
the holistic grading system, what recommendations can be made for improving 
the system?
CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
This research study will investigate whether there are significant differences 
among the intermediate teachers in their use of the holistic grading system and find 
out the intermediate teachers’ perspectives on the use of the grading system used for 
scoring students’ essays at English Preparatory School of Eastern Mediterranean 
University in North Cyprus. If there are significant differences among the 
intermediate teachers, the researcher will make some recommendations for the 
improvement of the holistic grading system.
Introduction
This chapter reviews the literature pertinent to the study. This chapter 
consists of six sections. In the first section, the literature on writing assessment will 
be briefly reviewed, including information on the direct versus indirect tests of 
writing and a brief overview of the development of writing assessment since the 
1960s. The second section covers the advantages and disadvantages of using essay 
tests. The third section examines reliability in relation to the scoring of essays. The 
fourth section looks at the advantages and disadvantages of using rating scales for 
scoring essays. The fifth section looks at the advantages and disadvantages of using 
a holistic rating scale and the reliability problems caused by the use of holistic 
scoring. Finally, the sixth section discusses the importance of training raters in 
scoring essays.
Writing assessment
The assessment of students’ writing abilities forms an important part of 
language assessment. Writing assessment occurs whenever a teacher, evaluator or
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researcher obtains information about students’ abilities in writing. The information 
obtained from assessment is usually used by teachers in order to evaluate the 
knowledge or skills of their students, who are the subjects of the assessment (White, 
Lutz & Kamusikiri, 1996).
Cohen (1996) suggests three ways in which assessment is an integral part of 
teaching. It promotes meaningful involvement of students with material that is 
central to the teaching objectives of the course. It motivates students to pay closer 
attention to the materials used in class and provides students with feedback about 
their language abilities at various stages in the developmental process, so that they 
can learn something about their strengths and weaknesses. It also provides teachers 
with feedback about how well the students did on the material being assessed and 
helps them check for any discrepancies between expectations and actual 
performance. As Madsen (1983) puts it, language tests help students to acquire the 
language by requiring them to study hard and also showing them the areas they need 
to improve.
Students’ writing ability is usually assessed through class assignments or 
formal tests. Today, many institutions assess students’ writing skill regularly 
through formal tests. Students’ writing abilities can be tested through two different 
approaches: direct tests, like essays, and indirect tests, such as multiple-choice items 
(Hughes, 1989; Schoonen, Vergeer & Biting 1997; White, 1994).
Direct versus indirect tests of writing
Direct tests of writing are the tests that test writing through the production of 
writing e.g., essays. On the other hand, indirect tests are tests which claim to
measure the abilities underlying the actual writing skill that we are interested in. For 
example, testing writing through verbal reasoning and error recognition (Hughes, 
1989; Hamp-Lyons, 1991a; Schoonen, Vergeer & Biting, 1997; White, 1994).
There have been long arguments as to which of the two types of writing tests 
to adopt. According to Hughes (1989), it is preferable to concentrate on direct 
testing for both proficiency and achievement tests of writing skill. White (1994) 
argues that the institutions that use indirect tests, i.e., multiple choice tests, usually 
ignore assessment goals and focus on the convenience and economy of 
administering such tests. He also adds that multiple choice tests usually have little to 
do with what a writing program aims to accomplish.
The high development costs of multiple choice testing, the need for constant 
revision of multiple choice questions, lower validity and damage to curriculum by 
devaluing actual writing are regarded as the weaknesses of multiple choice tests 
(White, 1994). And so, over the last 25 years, direct testing methods have replaced 
indirect ones in writing assessment (Coimor-Linton, 1995; Hamp-Lyons, 1990; 
Hamp-Lyons, 1991a). The next section reviews the history of this change.
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Background
More than twenty years ago, many people believed that writing could be 
validly tested by an indirect test of writing. Direct writing assessment was rejected at 
major testing centers such as Educational Testing Service (ETS) in the 1960s for its 
unreliability (Hamp-Lyons, 1990).
However, direct writing assessment remained popular among educators who 
were aware of decreased attention to writing in their classrooms. Around 1970, test
makers began to respond to these social pressures, but there were serious questions 
about the levels of reliability that could be achieved on a direct test of writing 
(Hamp-Lyons, 1990; Hamp-Lyons, 1991a). As Hamp-Lyons (1990,1991a) reports 
many research studies on this topic emphasized the failure of direct writing tests to 
achieve score reliability levels that could compete with the score reliability of 
multiple choice items. Meanwhile, in Great Britain there was strong opposition to 
standardized testing. There were also studies on ways of increasing the levels of 
score reliability obtainable on a direct writing test such as using effective rating 
scales and training raters.
This belief changed towards the end of the 1980s because new scoring 
systems and methods of rater training have made high levels of reliability with direct 
testing obtainable (Hamp-Lyons, 1991a). “[Supporters of indirect testing] have not 
only been defeated but chased from the battlefield” (Hamp-Lyons, 1990, p.69). This 
change is the result of social pressure from teachers and parents. “They are not only 
protesting the validity of such tests in conventional ways. They believe that the 
entire world of those tests is so contrary to the world of writing that the results 
cannot be depended on to tell us what matters” (White, 1994, p. 174).
As a result of many studies the score reliability has been raised to around .80 
(commonly regarded as a satisfactory level for decision-making purposes), and has 
been stabilized (Hamp-Lyons, 1990). Soon all the ideas in the studies encouraged 
the development of direct writing assessment in North America. Finally, the 
introduction of an optional writing test (TWE) to the TOFEL program in 1986 
indicated that the direct testing had finally been accepted (Hamp-Lyons, 1991a; 
Hughes, 1989).
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Essay Tests
Essay tests are the most popular and most widely used method of measuring 
the writing skills. Because of their popularity, today many institutions prefer to test 
their students’ writing ability through the use of these tests. However, besides their 
strengths, essay tests have some weaknesses as well.
In essay tests, students are usually asked to write an essay, which can vary 
in length, on a given topic, within a certain time limit (Oiler, 1972; Weir, 1990; 
White, 1994). According to Hamp-Lyons (1991a, p. 5) essay tests should have at 
least five characteristics: in an essay test, each student should physically write at 
least a text of 100 words, students should be given enough room to create a response 
to the given prompt (a set of instructions, a text, a picture), each text should be read 
by at least one, but preferably two raters who have had training in evaluating essays, 
the raters should use a rating scale which provides them with a description of 
performance at certain levels and finally the raters’ responses to essays should be 
expressed as a number or a grade in addition to verbal or written documents.
Essay tests have both advantages and disadvantages.
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Advantages and disadvantages
Essay tests have many advantages because they are valid, motivating, easy to 
prepare, have a beneficial backwash effect on teaching and also provide diagnostic 
information both to teachers and students.
Essay tests are considered the most valid way to gather information about 
students’ writing proficiency (Schoonen, Vergeer & Eiting, 1997; Hamp-Lyons, 
1991a; White, 1994). Validity can be briefly explained as “the degree to which a test
measures what it claims, or purports to be measuring” (Brown, 1996, p. 231). As 
Hughes (1989) suggests, essay tests require students to actually perform the skill that 
the teachers want to assess. Therefore, if the teachers want to test their students’ 
writing ability they should get them to produce something.
Essay tests require students to organize their own ideas, and express them in 
their own words. Therefore, essay tests measure certain writing abilities such as 
organization and use of appropriate vocabulary more effectively than indirect tests of 
writing (Hamp-Lyons, 1991a). “However simple the writing task, we must select 
appropriate vocabulary, frame, sentences and connect ideas and express our own 
views” (White, 1994, p. 174).
Essay tests motivate the students to improve their writing. Students are 
usually more motivated to write both in and outside of the class if they know that 
there is an actual writing test, i.e., an essay or a composition in their exam (Madsen, 
1983). Essay tests provide students with an opportunity to show their writing ability 
by producing a text by using their own words and ideas and in this way they provide 
a kind of motivation (Heaton, 1994). If tests did not require actual writing, many 
students would neglect the development of this skill (Hamp-Lyons, 1991a).
Essay tests are much easier and quicker to prepare than indirect tests of 
writing (Hamp-Lyons, 1991a; Hughes, 1989; White, 1994). Usually the students are 
given one topic or a selection of topics and are asked to choose and write on one of 
these topics, for example, “The advantages and disadvantages of owning an 
automobile in this city” (Finocchiaro and Sako, 1983:150).
Essay tests provide a beneficial backwash effect on instruction (Hamp-Lyons, 
1997; Hughes, 1989; White, 1994). The backwash effect can be defined as the direct
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or indirect effect of tests on teaching. The backwash can be harmful or beneficial. 
Tests are said to have beneficial backwash effect if they include tasks similar to ones 
that the students have to perform in the class (Hamp-Lyons, 1997; Hughes, 1989; 
Prodromou, 1995). Since doing the tests involves practice of the skills teachers 
want to foster in their classroom, they have beneficial backwash on teaching.
Essay tests afford diagnostic information about students’ progress in language 
and also provides both students and teachers with a reference for comparison in the 
future. Teachers can assess a student ability in writing by comparing two essays 
produced at the beginning and end of the semester (Weir, 1995).
Besides all these advantages, essay tests have some disadvantages as well.
First of all it is difficult to compare performances if the students are given a selection 
of topics, especially if the production of different text types is involved (Hughes, 
1989; Madsen, 1983; Weir, 1990; Weir, 1995). The inclusion of an extended writing 
component in an examination is time consuming in terms of the total amount of test 
time that is available for testing all the skills (White, 1994). Scoring is difficult and 
subjective which may cause problems of reliability (Madsen, 1983; Oiler, 1979; 
White, 1994;).
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Reliability
“Test reliability is defined as the extent to which the results can be considered 
consistent or stable” (Brown, 1996, p. 192). Teachers and administrators usually 
want their test scores to be the same for each student if they administer the test again 
a short time later. Such consistency is desirable because they do not want to base 
their decisions about students on test scores which are unreliable. Such decisions are
important and can make big differences in the lives of the students in terms of 
amount of time, money and effort they will have to invest in language learning 
(Brown, 1996).
The concept of reliability has been well worked out for multiple choice tests. 
However, the application of the concept of reliability to essay marking has been 
considerably less clear because reliability as understood within the context of 
multiple choice testing does not transfer well to essay testing. Reliability in multiple 
choice testing is a matter of assessing the consistency of results over a period of time 
and over different forms of the instrument. However, the term reliability in essay 
testing has been applied to scoring procedures, to criteria used in marking, to essay 
scores, to writers and to intra- and inter-rater agreement (White, Lutz & Kamusikiri, 
1996).
According to White, Lutz and Kamusikiri (1996) the major factor responsible 
for the complexity of the concept of reliability in the context of essay testing is the 
subjective scoring process. It has long been known that marks awarded to essays 
may vary considerably from rater to rater when multiple raters are used and from 
occasion to occasion when the same rater is used. Thus, in the absence of any other 
information we have no basis for deciding which grade to use and so should regard 
all different grades as unreliable (Bachman, 1990).
If a test is administered to the same candidates on different occasions, it 
should produce the same result for each candidate (Heaton, 1994). Reliability 
measured in this way is commonly referred to as test/retest reliability but there is also 
another kind of reliability which is called mark/remark reliability (Heaton 1994, 
Bachman 1990, White 1994, Alderson, Clapham & Wall, 1995). Mark/remark
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reliability denotes the extent to which the same marks or grades are awarded if the 
same test papers are marked by two or more different raters or the same rater on 
different occasions. Alderson, Clapham and Wall (1995) focus on mark/remark 
reliability under two headings: intra-rater reliability and inter-rater reliability. An 
examiner is judged to have intra-rater reliability if she or he gives the same marks on 
two different occasions. Inter-rater reliability refers to the degree of similarity 
between different examiners. Two markers may differ enormously in respect of 
spread of marks, strictness and rank order. Heaton (1994, p. 144 ) illustrates the 
above situation in the following example.
Marker A may give a wider range of marks than marker B, 
marker C may have much higher expectations than marker A 
and thus mark much more strictly awarding lower marks to all 
the compositions, and finally marker D may place the compositions 
in a different order of merit.
As Alderson, Clapham and Wall (1995) put it, ein unreliable examiner is 
somebody who changes his or her standards during marking, who applies criteria 
inconsistently, or who does not agree with other examiners’ marks.
Heaton (1994) claims that one of the most effective way of increasing test 
reliability for writing assessment is to design a rating scale with a clear and concise 
description of performance at each level. A carefully designed rating scale enables 
the rater to identify what he or she expects for each band and assign the most 
appropriate grade to a student’s performance being assessed. It also encourages 
raters to be consistent in their grading.
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Rating Scales
In recent years, it has become increasingly common to use scales variously 
called Band Scores, Profile Bands, Proficiency Levels, Proficiency Scales, or 
Proficiency Ratings in the assessment and reporting of language test performance 
(Alderson, 1991).
The use of rating scales in educational measurement antedates their use in 
second language assessment. Although ratings have been regularly used in modem 
language teaching, systematic concern with the development and characteristics of 
second language rating scales dates from the 1970s (Upshur & Turner, 1995).
“A rating scale is a short descriptions of different levels of 
language ability. Its purpose is to describe briefly what the 
typical learner at each level can do, so it is easier for the 
assessor to decide what level or score to give each learner in 
a test. The rating scale therefore offers the assessor a series of 
prepared descriptions and she then picks the one which best 
fits each learner”.
(Underhill, 1987, p. 89).
Brindley (1998) states that rating scales are usually made up of a series of 
description of stages or ranges along on a continuum with increasing ability ranges 
from zero to native like.
Scales in language assessment fulfill different purposes, providing 
information to raters, users and test constmctors (Alderson, 1991; Connor-Linton, 
1995; Fulcher, 1996; Upshur & Turner, 1995).
Rating Scales provide guidance for raters who are grading performances. 
For example, when a rater is grading an essay he or she usually compares it with the 
band descriptors, sometimes holistically, and sometimes analytically, by components 
of performance such as grammar and content, and assigns a score accordingly. This 
purpose is called assessor-oriented, and serves the function of guiding the rating 
process (Alderson, 1991). Rating scales offer raters a set of prepared descriptors, so 
it is easier for them to decide what score to give to each student essay (Fulcher, 1996; 
Upshur & Turner, 1995).
Rating Scales help increase the reliability of writing assessment and 
provide a common standard and meaning for the rating process (Alderson, 1991). 
“Rating scales (holistic or analytic) promote inter-rater reliability by compressing 
and shaping the possible space in which individual raters may express their responses 
to compositions” (Connor-Linton, 1995, p. 763).
Rating Scales provide information about a student’s performance and thus 
help a user i.e., teachers, admission officers or employers to understand and interpret 
what the score means. This purpose is said to be user-oriented, with a reporting 
function (Alderson, 1991).
Rating Scales also provide guidance to test constructors who wish to write 
tests appropriate for students at a particular level of proficiency. This purpose is 
called constructor-oriented (Alderson, 1991).
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Holistic Rating Scales
“Most formal writing assessments including most of those for nonnative 
writers, use holistic scoring and report single scores for students’ performance’
(Hamp-Lyons, 1995, p. 759). Holistic scoring involves two readers for each text, 
each giving a fast, impressionistic reading, with a third reader if these two disagree 
(Hamp-Lyons 1990). In holistic methods of marking, students are placed at a single 
level on a scale based on impression of their written work as a whole and there is no 
attempt to evaluate a text in terms of separate criteria such as grammar, content and 
organization (Alderson, Clapham & Wall, 1995; Bailey, 1998; Cohen, 1994; Hamp- 
Lyons, 1990; Heaton, 1990; Hughes, 1990; Weir, 1995; White, 1994). Raters using 
holistic systems are trained not to focus on the individual aspects of the writing skill 
(Bailey, 1998). Holistic marking usually requires each rater to read a sample of 
scripts to establish a standard in his or her mind, then read all papers quickly and 
allocate a grade or a mark range to each paper (Weir 1995). As Hughes (1989) states 
with a holistic rating scale experienced raters score one page text in just a couple of 
minutes or even less. For example, in TOFEL scoring, TWE raters can score each 
essay in one and a half minutes.
Variants of the holistic method are used by the Educational Testing Service 
(ETS) for the test of Written English (TWE), the University of Michigan’s Michigan 
English Language Assessment Battery (MELAB), First Certificate in English (FCE) 
and also International English Language Testing Service (lELTS). The essay rating 
system used for the TWE is a modified form of holistic scoring and the six-step scale 
has a carefully developed description of performance at each level. MELAB scale 
has ten steps, FCE has five steps and lELTS has nine steps (Hamp-Lyons, 1990).
Using a holistic rating scale has both advantages and disadvantages.
2 0
Advantages
A holistic system has many advantages because it focuses on students’ 
strengths rather than weaknesses, is easy and quick to use and is regarded as a 
reliable method of scoring.
Since holistic scoring requires a response to the writing as a whole, students do 
not run the risk of being assessed solely on the basis of one lesser aspect (e.g., 
grammatical ability) (Cohen, 1994). In addition, the approach generally puts the 
emphasis on what is done well and not on deficiencies. The approach allows teachers 
to explicitly assign extra or exclusive weight to certain assessment criteria (Cohen, 
1994). “Holistic scoring emphasizes writers’ strengths, rather than their weaknesses” 
(Bailey, 1998, p.l89).
The holistic method is quick to use and this often encourages the use of 2 
markers who have to agree on a single final grade (Hamp-Lyons, 1990). Also, the 
essays marked by two different markers, with their marks being averaged regarded as 
a more reliable estimate than if it were marked by a single marker (Alderson, 
Clapham & Wall, 1995; Weir, 1990). Hughes (1989) suggests that the use of four 
trained raters increases the rater reliability. However Underhill (1987) claims that 
using more than two raters for a test increases the problems of ensuring inter-rater 
reliability and the best way is to have only two trained raters for each test and a third 
one if these two disagree.
As this method is quick to use, it is a useful method for marking a large number 
of compositions, especially in public tests and final tests (Heaton, 1990). Hughes 
(1989) suggests that 20 essays or even more, if they are short, can be scored in an
21
2 2
hour. McColIy (1970 cited in Vaughan, 1991, p. 113) recommends that the raters 
should read 400 words per minute.
The holistic approach is favored by the admission tutors because the 
descriptions are easy to handle administratively, e.g., all candidates at band 7 or 
above can be accepted (White, 1994).
Disadvantages
Besides all these advantages, holistic scoring has some disadvantages as well. 
First of all, holistic scoring does not provide diagnostic information. It presents 
single scores, which are usually hard to explain to other raters and the students. Also 
it requires the raters to evaluate essays as a whole, but the raters may be influenced 
by only one or two aspects of writing and assign their scores accordingly.
In ESL contexts, diagnostic feedback and correction have an important 
educational role. Diagnostic feedback and correction are useful to every student, 
especially for non-native writers because these students have limited exposure to 
instruction in English and are only in the middle of their process of mastering the 
language. However, holistic scoring does not provide diagnostic information about 
students’ performance (Bailey, 1998; Cohen, 1994; Hamp-Lyons, 1991b, Hamp- 
Lyons, 1995; Heaton, 1990; Weir, 1990; Weir, 1995; White, 1994). “Holistic 
scoring is a sorting or ranking procedure and it is not designed to offer correction, 
feedback or diagnosis” (Chamey 1984, cited in Hamp-Lyons, 1991b, p. 244).
Another weakness of holistic scales is, since they provide single scores for 
students’ performances, it is difficult to explain why a particular score was assigned 
to other raters, students, teachers and parents (Cohen, 1994; Hamp-Lyons, 1995).
While the descriptors of the scale may provide some guidance, they do not provide 
direct insight into the mind of the rater.
Holistic scoring requires the raters to evaluate a student performance as a 
whole; however, raters’ impression of overall quality might be affected by just one or 
two aspects of the work (Weir, 1995). Raters may focus on only one or two aspects 
of writing performance and this differential weighting of aspects of writing may 
produce unfair results (Cohen, 1994). McColly (1970 cited in Vaughan 1991, p.
113) claims that “if a rater takes too much time, he or she may well be influenced by 
tangential or irrelevant qualities”.
Longer essays may receive higher ratings (Cohen, 1994). Steward and Grobe 
(1979, cited in Vaughan, 1991) concluded from their study of teacher markers that 
raters were primarily influenced by the length of essays.
The widespread use of holistic scoring for writing assessment has great 
influence in students’ educational lives. Therefore, the institutions using this system 
for grading their students’ writing abilities should closely look at the reliability of 
this system. A need for a rating scale in modem language assessment 
does not automatically lead to effective and efficient scales. In general, commonly 
employed rating scales may present some problems of reliability (Upshur & Turner, 
1995).
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Problems with reliability
The reliability of holistic assessment has been the subject of many research 
studies done in the field of writing assessment (Connor-Linton, 1995; Hamp-Lyons, 
1990; Hamp-Lyons, 1991b). Many research studies carried out on this topic reveal
that currently used holistic scales may pose problems of reliability (Hamp-Lyons, 
1995; Upshur & Turner, 1995; Vaughan, 1991). Researchers looking at holistic 
assessment have always assumed that with a given scale which describes different 
levels in each band, different trained readers assess the essays in the same way every 
time they score them; however this is not always the case (Vaughan, 1991).
As White (1984) points out although a one point difference is regarded as 
unproblematic, on a six-point holistic scale the difference between bands 3 and 4 is 
the difference between pass and fail (cited in Vaughan, 1991).
There is a wide range of reliability problems related to these scales. Some 
institutions use the same rating scale across different levels in the program.
Therefore, the raters’ standards for grading shift as students move up in the program. 
The raters may raise their standards as the level of student ability increases. Often a 
teacher in a higher grade may give the same average rating to her class as a teacher at 
a lower grade who uses the same rating scale (Upshur & Turner, 1995).
Another source of unreliability is disagreement among raters about the band 
descriptors in the rating scale. Raters of the same students may not agree on the 
meaning of scale descriptors. Therefore, they give different scores to the same 
student performance. For example, the use of choice of quantifiers may cause 
differences of opinion among raters, “is some more than a few, but fewer than 
several or considerable or manyl How many is many?” (Alderson, 1991, p. 82). The 
differences of opinion are also reflected by one teacher giving generally higher 
average scores than another, or by a teacher assigning a wider range of scores than 
another teacher (Upshur & Turner, 1995).
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If the scale descriptors are not precise enough, a rater’s standards may change 
during a single rating session. This is often revealed as an order effect: the rater is 
influenced to grade a student performance in comparison with the grade given to 
another performance just graded. That is, an essay may be rated higher or lower 
depending upon the quality of the sample rated just before it (Upshur & Turner, 
1995).
The descriptors associated with each band or point on a scale may not totally 
match the specific performance being referred to. The students may perform 
differently on different areas of writing ability, e.g., grammar, content and 
mechanics. Thus, this makes it difficult for raters to choose the right band for those 
students (Alderson, 1991).
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Training
It has long been recognized that variability in test scores associated with rater 
factors is extensive (Hamp-Lyons,1995). In writing assessment, attempts are usually 
made to reduce the variability of raters’ behavior. The usual form of these attempts is 
rater training sessions. As Alderson, Clapham and Wall (1995) suggest, the purpose 
of training is to ensure correct use of the rating scale by all raters for all scripts so 
that, no matter who rates it or when it is rated, a particular script will always receive 
the appropriate mark. “Rater training attempts to reduce both variability associated 
with differences in overall severity and randomness” (Lumley & McNamara, 1995, 
p. 56).
In the training sessions, the raters are usually introduced to the assessment 
criteria and are asked to rate carefully selected performances, usually illustrating a
range of abilities and characteristic issues arising in the assessment. Ratings are 
carried out independently and raters are shown the extent to which they are in line 
with other raters in order to achieve a common interpretation of the rating criteria 
(Lumley & McNamara, 1995).
The raters who are trained on the use of a holistic scale are usually shown 
some typical examples of levels representing each band on the scale. These 
examples are usually referred to as ‘benchmark’ or ‘anchor’ papers (Bailey, 1998, p. 
189). After reading and discussing the given benchmark papers with reference to the 
rating scale, the raters independently grade a given set of papers and finally they 
compare and discuss the grades assigned to each essay (Bailey, 1998).
According to Alderson, Clapham and Wall (1995), there are certain things 
which need to be done to make sure that raters are well prepared. First of all, all 
institutions must have a training program. They should never assume that rating 
scales are perfect or that examiners can apply them without practice. Institutions 
must set aside a reasonable amount of time for training, especially if examiners are 
being trained for the first time and they should also provide copies of scripts which 
are to be discussed so that raters can make notes and keep these for future reference. 
Raters should be given the opportunity to make their own decision and discuss these 
with their colleagues. As Hamp-Lyons (1991b) puts it, the raters must feel free to 
express their ideas and disagree with other raters. Institutions should have a policy 
about the agreement they expect from their raters, and there should be some kind of 
defined standard that raters have to meet before they are allowed to examine for real.
It is important that each examiner should receive continuous training 
throughout the marking process, not only when the tests are being administered for
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the first time. Training helps examiners to understand the rating scales that they 
must employ and prepare them to deal with many problems including ones which 
could not be anticipated when the writing exam is first administered (White, Lutz & 
Kamusikiri, 1996). “Rater training has the effect of reducing extreme differences -  
outliers in terms of harshness or leniency are brought into line” (McIntyre, 1993 
cited in Lumley & McNamara, 1995).
Training makes the raters competent and confident; however it cannot 
guarantee that examiners will mark as they are supposed to (White, Lutz & 
Kamusikiri, 1996). As Lumley and McNamara (1995) state, rater training can reduce 
but does not eliminate rater variability. There are other factors which can interfere 
with an examiner’s ability to make consistent judgements: problems with the rating 
scales, time pressure, and domestic and professional worries. It is the institution’s 
responsibility to design quality control procedures to assure the users of the test that 
the marks are as reliable as possible (Alderson, Clapham & Wall, 1995; Alderson, 
1991; Hamp-Lyons, 1990).
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Conclusion
This chapter has reviewed the literature related to this study and the next 
chapter will focus on the methodology which covers the participants, materials, 
procedures and data analysis used in the study.
2 8
CHAPTER 3: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
Introduction
The objective of this research study is to investigate whether there are significant 
differences among the intermediate teachers in their use of the holistic grading system 
and also find out the intermediate teachers’ perspectives on the use of this system used 
for scoring essays at the English Preparatory School of Eastern Mediterranean 
University in North Cyprus. In order to be able to investigate the holistic grading 
system, it was first necessary to collect two sets of data: essay scores and raters’ 
opinions. For this purpose, I used the scores assigned to 36 intermediate students' 
essays by 10 raters and the raters' ideas about the rating scale used for scoring students' 
essays.
In this chapter, information as to participants in the research study, materials 
used for collecting data, data collection procedures and data analysis procedures are 
supplied and discussed.
Participants
The participants in this research study were 10 Eastern Mediterranean University 
English Preparatory School (EMUEPS) teachers, teaching at the intermediate level. The 
teachers were selected randomly from the roster of 12 intermediate teachers provided by 
the testing unit. The participants ages ranged from 24 to 35. There were two male and 
eight female teachers. Their years of experience in teaching English ranged from 1 to 15 
years. There were three native speakers among the ten teachers, the others were all non­
native speakers of English. Two of the native speakers were Turkish Cypriots who were
bom and had lived in English speaking countries: one in England and the other in 
Australia for extended periods. The other native speaker was British and is the head of 
the teacher training program and also an assistant director at EMUEPS. He was also the 
designer of the rating scale. All these teachers took part in marking intermediate 
students’ exam papers on 7 December, 1998.
All ten teachers marked 36 selected papers from the intermediate level. The 
teachers marked the papers on different days but within the same time limit. Since the 
essays had already been graded directly after the level test, some of the teachers might 
have already marked some of the selected 36 essays. After the marking, the teachers 
were all interviewed about the rating scale used for marking students' papers at 
EMUEPS and also the training they had had on the use of the six-point holistic rating 
scale.
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Materials
The chosen ten intermediate teachers were given 36 intermediate essays to be 
scored using the rating scale used at EMUEPS (see Appendix A for the holistic rating 
scale). The essays were all from the intermediate achievement test, which was held on 7 
December, 1998. On the intermediate achievement test, the students were asked to write 
a 40-minute essay on the topic. This term the topic was “the advantages and 
disadvantages of living with your parents.” The 36 essays were chosen from different 
intermediate classes so that there were six essays from each band on the six point scale 
based on the grades given immediately following the test. The six essays in each band 
were chosen randomly from among all essays in that band. Six essays from each band
were chosen in order to have an equal number of essays from each band. In total 36 
essays were chosen for this study because this is large enough sample to have reliable 
results from and also this was the maximum number that the volunteer teachers would 
mark.
I conducted interviews both with the 10 teachers and the designer of the scale. 
The designer of the scale was asked 13 questions about the holistic rating scale, marking 
process and training (see Appendix B for the questions). The teachers were asked 11 
questions about the rating scale, about the marking process and the training they had 
received on the use of the scale (see Appendix C for the questions).
30
Procedures
Before proceeding with the research, I wrote a letter explaining the 
purpose of the research study and asked for permission for collecting data from the 
EMUEPS administration. After receiving permission to collect data, first, I was 
allowed to access the 7 December, 1998 intermediate test essays. I chose 36 essays, six 
from each band on the six-point scale. I obtained the grades assigned to each of these 
essays by the two raters and also the final grade. I also received the names of the raters 
who marked each essay in order to be able to compare the two grades given by the same 
raters to the same essays. Then, I found 10 intermediate teachers who volunteered to 
participate in this research study. I wrote a letter to the teachers explaining the purpose 
of the study and also telling them that their names would be kept confidential. Before I 
gave the essays to the teachers, I erased the students’ names on them and assigned a 
number to each essay. The essays were also mixed so as not to be in any particular
order. Then, I gave the 36 essays to the ten teachers and asked them to mark these essays 
using the rating scale used at EMUEPS. I gave the same amount of time, 45 minutes, to 
each teacher, for the marking of the 36 essays. The grading was done individually and 
each teacher marked the 36 papers over two different days.
After collecting the grades given by the ten different teachers, I prepared the 
interview questions about the descriptors in each band on the holistic rating scale. The 
teachers were also asked to express their opinions about the training they had received 
before marking and also about the marking process. I piloted the interview questions 
with two other teachers and made some revisions in the questions. I conducted tape 
recorded interviews with the participants. I also prepared extra questions for the 
assistant director, who designed the rating scale. I asked him about the designing of the 
rating scale and about the training of both teacher trainers and the teachers at EMUEPS.
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Data Analysis
The data analysis was performed in two steps. First, the means, standard 
deviations, mean ranks of the scores given to 36 essays by 10 teachers and also the p- 
value were calculated by using the Friedman Test on the SPSS Program. After having 
found the p-value, it was interpreted to find out whether there are significant differences 
among the grades given by 10 teachers. Second, the interviews were analyzed by 
focusing on the theme being investigated. The different interpretations of the scale were 
uncovered. The data analysis procedures will be explained in more detail in the 
following chapter.
CHAPTER 4: DATA ANALYSIS 
Overview of the study
This study investigated whether there are significant differences among 
intermediate teachers in their use of the holistic grading system and also the 
intermediate teachers’ perspectives on the use of the grading system used for scoring 
essays at the Eastern Mediterranean University English Preparatory School 
(EMUEPS) in North Cyprus. The study employed two sets of data: essay scores and 
raters’ opinions. The data collected from essay scores were analyzed quantitatively 
and presented in tables. The data collected from raters’ opinions were collected 
through interviews and the data from the interviews were analyzed qualitatively.
The participants of the study were ten intermediate level teachers at 
EMUEPS. The ten teachers were asked to mark 36 intermediate achievement test 
essays from the test held on December 7,1998 at EMUEPS. The essays were chosen 
randomly from different intermediate classes in such a way that there were six essays 
from each band on the six-point scale. The teachers scored the 36 essays 
individually by using the six point rating scale used at EMUEPS.
After scoring the 36 essays, the grades given by the 10 raters were collected 
and the teachers were interviewed. The teachers were asked 11 questions about the 
descriptors used in different bands of the rating scale, about the training they had had 
on marking papers and also about specific papers they had marked. The assistant 
director, who was the designer of the rating scale, was also interviewed about the 
design of the rating scale and about the training of the teachers at the EMUEPS.
In the subsequent sections of this chapter, the data analysis procedures used 
are described, and the results are interpreted.
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Data Analysis Procedures
The data analysis was performed in two stages. In the first stage, the final 
grades and the grades given to the 36 essays were converted into numbers according 
to the system decided upon by the testing unit at the EMUEPS. Then the scores 
assigned to each essay were correlated by the Friedman Test on the SPSS Program 
and the p-value was calculated.
For the second stage, the data collected through interviews were analyzed by 
focusing on the theme being investigated. Before the interviews were analyzed the 
themes were generated to categorize the data. The actual interview questions were 
taken as basis for the general themes.
Results of the Study
In order to investigate whether there are significant differences among 
teachers in their use of the holistic grading system two sets of data were collected: 
essay scores and raters’ opinions. The results of this research study are discussed 
below under these two headings.
Essay scores
After the scoring procedure, the grades given to 36 essays by ten different 
teachers were collected. These grades, along with the final course grades are 
displayed in Table 1.
Table 1
The final course grade and the grades given bv the 10 raters
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Essay
number
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10 
11 
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20 
21 
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
Final
grade1
A
A
D
C
B
C
F
F
A
E
B
Bc
B
F
E
E
C
B
F
D
B
A
E
C
A
F
E
A
D
F
D
D
D
C
Rater 1 Rater2 RaterS Rater4 RaterS Rater6 Rater? RaterS Rater9 Rater 10
D
B
C
D
D
D
D
F
F
B
E
C
C
D
C
E
D
E
D
C
F
D
B
B
E
D
C
F
E
B
D
F
D
D
E
D
D
A
A
D
D
E
D
F
E
B
D
C
C
E
D
E
E
E
E
D
F
D
C
A
E
E
C
E
E
A
E
F
E
D
E
C
D
B
B
D
E
C
E
F
E
B
E
D
C
D
E
E
E
E
D
D
F
D
D
A
D
E
C
F
E
A
D
F
D
D
E
C
E
C
Bc
D
D
D
F
F
B
D
D
D
D
C
D
E
E
E
D
F
D
C
A
D
E
C
F
E
A
D
F
D
D
E
C
D
A
A
C
C
C
C
F
F
A
D
C
C
D
C
D
D
E
D
B
F
C
B
A
D
D
B
F
E
A
D
F
D
D
E
C
D
A
B
C
D
D
D
F
E
B
D
C
C
B
C
D
D
E
D
C
F
D
A
A
C
D
B
F
D
A
C
F
C
C
E
C
D
C
B
C
D
C
C
F
F
A
D
C
B
D
B
E
D
D
E
C
F
D
A
A
D
D
A
F
E
A
C
F
C
C
D
C
C
B
A
B
D
E
C
F
F
C
E
E
D
E
E
E
E
F
E
B
F
D
D
B
E
E
D
F
E
A
D
F
D
E
F
C
C
B
B
C
D
D
C
F
F
A
D
C
C
D
C
D
D
D
D
C
F
D
C
A
D
D
C
F
E
A
D
F
C
D
D
D
C
B
A
C
D
C
C
F
F
B
D
C
B
D
C
D
E
E
C
C
F
C
B
A
D
D
C
F
D
B
C
F
D
D
E
C
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All the letter grades were converted into number grades according to the 
system decided upon by the testing unit. The letter grades and the number grades 
equivalencies are shown in Table 2.
Table 2
The letter grades and the number grades equivalents
Bands Number Grade 
out of 20
A 20
B 16
C 12
D 8
E 4
F 0
Since the writing test forms 20 % of the whole achievement test the highest 
score, A, is equal to 20 points and the lowest score, which is F, is equal to 0.
The number grades given to the 36 essays by ten different teachers are 
displayed in Table 3.
Table 3
The number grades given by 10 raters
36
Essay
Number
T
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10 
11 
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20 
21 
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
Final
Grade
~4
20
20
8
12
16
12
0
0
20
4
16
16
12
16
0
4
4
12
16
0
8
16
20
4
12
20
0
4
20
8
0
8
8
8
12
Rater 1 Rater2 RaterS Rater4 RaterS Rater6 Rater? RaterS Rater9 Rater 10
8
16
12
8
8
8
8
0
0
16
4
12
12
8
12
4
8
4
8
12
0
8
16
16
4
8
12
0
4
16
8
0
8
8
4
8
8
20
20
8
8
4
8
0
4
16
8
12
12
4
8
4
4
4
4
8
0
8
12
20
4
4
12
4
4
20
4
0
4
8
4
12
8
16
16
8
4
12
4
0
4
16
4
8
12
8
4
4
4
4
8
8
0
8
8
20
8
4
12
0
4
20
8
0
8
8
4
12
4
12
16
12
8
8
8
0
0
16
8
8
8
8
12
8
4
4
4
8
0
8
12
20
8
4
12
0
4
20
8
0
8
8
4
12
8
20
20
12
12
12
12
0
0
20
8
12
12
8
12
8
8
4
8
16
0
12
16
20
8
8
16
0
4
20
8
0
8
8
4
12
8
20
16
12
8
8
8
0
4
16
8
12
12
16
12
8
8
4
8
12
0
8
20
20
12
8
16
0
8
20
12
0
12
12
4
12
8
12
16
12
8
12
12
0
0
20
8
12
16
8
16
4
8
8
4
12
0
8
20
20
8
8
20
0
4
20
12
0
12
12
8
12
12
16
20
16
8
4
12
0
0
12
4
4
8
4
4
4
4
0
4
16
0
8
8
16
4
4
8
0
4
20
8
0
8
4
0
12
12
16
16
12
8
8
12
0
0
20
8
12
12
8
12
8
8
8
8
12
0
8
12
20
8
8
12
0
4
20
8
0
12
8
8
8
12
16
20
12
8
12
12
0
0
16
8
12
16
8
12
8
4
4
12
12
0
12
16
20
8
8
12
0
8
16
12
0
8
8
4
12
Table 1 and 3 show all the letter and number grades assigned to each essay by 
ten different teachers and also the final grades of the students. When the final grades 
and the grades given by the ten teachers are compared it is clear that there are some 
inconsistencies between the final grade and the grades given by ten different 
teachers. For example, for the first essay, we see that the final grade of the essay is E 
(4); however, when we look at the grades given by the ten teachers we see that out of 
ten teachers only one of them gave E (4) to that essay, six out of ten gave D (8) and 
three of them gave C (12). For the fifth essay the final grade is C (12); however, 
only one teacher out of ten gave C (12) to that paper, eight of them gave D (8) and 
one of them gave E (4). Similarly, the final grade given to essay 16 is F (0) but when 
we look at the grades given by the ten teachers we see that none of the teachers gave 
that essay F (0). Five teachers out of ten gave E (4) and the other five gave D (8) to 
the same paper.
On the other hand, there are some essays in which there is consistency 
between the final grade and the grades given by the ten teachers. For example, the 
grades given to the eighth and 21st essay are all Fs (0). When we look at the 22nd 
essay we see that the final grade given to that essay is D (8) and the eight out of ten 
teachers also gave D (8) to the same paper and two of them gave C (12). Similarly, 
for the 30th essay, we see that the final grade of the essay is A (20): Eight teachers 
out often also gave A (20) to the same essay and two of them gave B (16).
The grades assigned to the 36 papers were first correlated by using a non- 
parametric test called Friedman Test on the SPSS Program. The means, standard 
deviations, mean ranks of the grades given by the 10 teachers were calculated.
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Table 4
The means, standard deviations and mean ranks
Number Mean Standard Minimum Maximum Mean Rank 
deviation
Rater 1 36
Rater 2 36
Rater 3 36
Rater 4 36
Rater 5 36
Rater 6 36
Rater 7 36
Rater 8 36
Rater 9 36
Rater 10 36
8.000 4.8756 .00
7.8889 5.6960 .00
7.6667 5.2699 .00
7.8889 5.1922 .00
9.8889 6.0841 .00
10.1111 5.6960 .00
10.0000 6.0851 .00
7.1111 5.9029 .00
9.3333 5.3238 .00
9.6667 5.5240 .00
16.00
20.00
20.00
20.00
20.00
20.00
20.00
20.00
20.00
20.00
4.60 
4.65 
4.47
4.60 
4.69 
6.78 
6.68 
3.94 
6.15 
6.43
Number: 36 
Chi-square: 71.549 
Degrees of freedom: 9 
Significance: .000
The p-value obtained from the Friedman Test is .000. As the null hypothesis 
is rejected when p<0.05, the null hypothesis was rejected at the level of .000.
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The null hypothesis is as follows:
Null Hypothesis (Ho): There is no significant difference among the grades given by
ten different teachers.
According to the p-value, which is 0.00, it is concluded that there are 
significant differences among the grades given by the 10 teachers. As it is seen in 
Table 4 the mean grades of the ten teachers are not equal.
Since there are significant differences among teachers in their use of the 
holistic grading system it can be concluded that either the holistic scale used for 
scoring students’ essays is not effective and efficient or the teachers are not well 
trained on the use of the holistic rating scale or both.
The holistic rating scale used at EMUEPS
In order to get information about the six-band holistic rating scale used for 
scoring students’ essays at EMUEPS, the assistant director who was the designer of 
the scale was interviewed about the designing of the scale.
In the interview, the designer of the holistic rating scale first stated the 
reasons for designing a holistic rating scale rather than an analytic one. He claimed 
that a holistic scale is more suitable to a school of 2000 students. Since there are 
2000 students in the preparatory classes, the marking has to be easy and quick. He 
believes that this is impossible with an analytic scale because “...the more boxes you 
break your marking down into, the longer it will take and in fact the more 
interpretive work you have to ask your markers to do”. The marking has to be quick 
because they want the grading to be finished on the same day as the test is 
administered so that they can process the results, adopt the students’ scores and
reallocate them to their classes, “....so a holistic scale is simple, easy to use and mark 
at speed.”
He stated that he designed a six-band scale in the interest of simplicity and 
agreement between markers. “We wanted to strip the whole thing down to offer a 
fairly limited range of choices to the marker and ideally make the distinctions 
between the bands fairly plain.”
There are four bulleted points in each band : content, general command of the 
language, language in terms of grammar, lexis and punctuation and finally ease of 
reading. General command of the language involves writing at the paragraph level.
It involves discourse features, register, appropriacy and genre: “The language 
required for instance for a narrative about my last holiday is very different to the 
language required for a letter of complaint”. On the other hand, grammar is 
interpreted at the sentence level by markers, lexis is interpreted as vocabulary and 
punctuation and spelling are counted as well. Finally, the last descriptor is related 
with whether the text is easy to read and follow: “Is it easy to read, can you follow it 
or do you struggle with it are there bits where you have to look at it again and again 
to extrapolate?”
All the teachers at EMUEPS are included in the marking process because the 
designer of the scale, who is also an assistant director, believes that teaching and 
testing are interrelated and since it is the teachers who teach writing, they should be 
involved in the process. Although the teachers do not score their own students’ 
essays, this gives them a chance to see how the students are producing in written 
form under test conditions at the level they are teaching. “They are not only coming 
up with grades but diagnosing certain problems and in a sense recognizing implicitly
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that they have got to go into the classroom and devote time to these writing skills.’
Raters’ opinions
In order to get the raters’ opinions the teachers were asked 11 questions 
concerning the descriptors in the rating scale, the training on the use of the scale and 
also the specific papers they marked.
The interview results with the raters indicate that the raters have common 
problems concerning the descriptors used in the rating scale. The problems that the 
raters face in the scoring procedure are grouped under three headings: 1) some essays 
do not fit into just one band, 2) some terms used in the descriptors are not clear, 3) 
bands are very close to each other, so it is difficult to differentiate between them.
The raters expressed their ideas on the problems they usually face while 
grading papers in the following ways.
1. Some essays do not fit into just one band.
The 8 teachers out of 10 stated that they cannot fit some of the essays only in 
one band on the six-point holistic scale while scoring them. The below sentences are 
examples taken from some of the interviews.
Rater 1:.... in band C it says the task is partially completed and at the same time the writing
shows satisfactory command o f  language and while I was marking, I met many papers that 
the task is partially completed but the language doesn’t show satisfactory command or just the 
opposite....
Rater 7:.....in band C it says there are a number o f  mistakes in grammar, lexis, spelling and
punctuation but when you read compositions most of the time you come across, for
example, papers which differs in these... there are many papers that spelling and
punctuation is perfect and on the other hand it has problems only with grammar....
Rater 4 : .... sometimes you have an essay where the task is completed with the
introduction.. Everything is completed but the content itself or the grammar in it is not 
very good, so if you look at the band C it says the task is partially completed, okay yes, but 
the message can mostly be follow ed but not always with ease this might not apply to that 
essay. We might not be able to follow the message at all but the task might be completed 
in itself.....
As it is seen in the above sentences the raters stated that they sometimes have 
problems in matching a student’s performance in an essay with only one band on the 
scale. They claimed that sometimes they have problems while grading essays 
because some of the essays do not fit into just one band. When the raters were asked 
what they do when they come across with such problems, all of them stated that they 
stick with the higher grade. Some of the raters stated their ideas in the following 
ways;
Rater 2:... I stick with the higher score....if I am in between bands D and C I give C, if
it is between D and £, I give D.
Rater 5:....when I’m having trouble between two bands, like C or DI take the higher
one and give that person a bit more credit.
Rater 7:....if it’s B and C it’d have to be a B.
The above raters stated that they tend to take the higher one because this was 
what they were told to do in the training sessions that they previously had had on the 
use of the scale. The designer of the scale stated this in the interview in the 
following way: “If you’re in doubt, don’t sit and worry about it or have arguments 
about it ....give the higher grade in fairness to the student.’’ He does not suggest that 
through the use of this scale each paper would match with every single descriptor all 
the time. “Since this is holistic marking you need to decide which of these bands 
characterize the paper the most, not totally, but the most.’’
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2. Some terms used in descriptors are not clear.
The 8 teachers out of 10 stated that some terms used in the descriptors are not 
clear for them. The below sentences are examples taken from some of the 
interviews.
Rater 4 : .... actually some terms are not very clear, for example in band A it says
the task \s fu lly  completed in band B it says the task is mostly completed and in band C 
the task is partially completed and these fully, mostly, partially, largely terms 
... they’re not descriptive enough.
Rater 9 :..... it’s difficult to distinguish between a few  mistakes, a number of.
mistakes and many mistakes
Rater 1: the writing shows considerable mastery o f  the language required fo r
as^ ...this is not clear I think it seems it’s both about content and grammar?
Rater 6 :.... it’s difficult to distinguish between a number o f  mistakes and many
mistakes and also a number o f  mistakes.
The above sentences taken from the interviews held with the 10 raters showed 
that some terms used in the descriptors are not clear for them. Also the interview 
results indicated that the raters have different interpretations of the same essays.
When the raters were asked questions about why they assigned particular grades to 
specific papers, they gave different explanations which shows that they have 
different interpretations of the same students performance. For example, the final 
grade of essay 13 (see Appendix D for the essay) is B but when we look at the 
grades given by the 10 teachers (see Table 1 on page 3) we see that only two of them 
gave a B to that paper, 6 of them gave it a C and 2 of them gave it a D. When the 
raters were asked the reasons of assigning particular grades to that essay they gave 
these responses:
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Rater 1 :...I gave B because the task is mostly completed, it has got introduction,
advantages, disadvantages and conclusion paragraphs. I don’t think that it’s fully 
completed because the conclusion has got problems....the student attempted to give 
examples which support his ideas, but according to me, fully completed task should 
include more ideas in each development paragraph....there are few mistakes in 
grammar especially articles...
Rater 2:....! gave it a C because the organization is okay...she has got advantages and
disadvantages paragraphs as well... and the conclusion, and I can understand the 
message although there are some mistakes in grammar. I think it’s not that important 
because the message is understandable.
Rater 3:....! gave it a D because the message was very difficult to follow, lots of
grammar mistakes as well, not relevant vocabulary is used... set out was okay; however 
wrong choice of conjunctions and lots of lots of spelling mistakes.
Rater 4:... I gave it a C because there are a number of mistakes...the task is partially
completed, the content is okay. I think she could have written a bit more, the message 
can be followed but not always with ease, that’s why I gave it a C...sometimes it’s 
difficult to understand what she means.
Rater 5:...I gave it a C because the task is mostly completed, there are some mistakes in
grammar, not in every sentence, but in most of the sentences. There are some 
punctuation mistakes. The message can be followed easily but not always.
Rater 6:...I gave C because it is long and grammar is okay.
Rater 7:... I gave it a C...the task is partially completed, writing shows satisfactory
command, the message can mostly be followed...the message is clear; there is not a 
single part in this essay that I have trouble in understanding...content is pretty 
good...the most important thing for me is the content.
Rater 8:..C because there are few mistakes in grammar and some of them are not 
important; organization is good but in essays I look for some interesting ideas.
Rater 9:...I gave B because there are few mistakes, organization is okay...the message 
can mostly be followed with ease.
Rater 10:...C because organization is okay, some mistakes in grammar, punctuation is 
bad...the message cannot be followed with ease.
The 10 raters explained why they gave particular scores to essay 13, when we 
look at each rater’s answers we see that there are different interpretations of the same 
paper. Besides different interpretations we can also see that the raters approached 
the same paper differently and focused on different things. The different 
interpretations and approaches of the raters are shown in Table 6.
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Table 6
The different interpretations and approaches of the 10 raters to Essay 13
Essay 13 Grade Organization Grammar
mistakes
Message easy/ 
Difficult to follow
Examples Interesting ideas Vocabulary Length Punctuation
Mistakes
Spelling
Mistakes
Rater 1 B Okay Few - not enough - - Short - -
Rater 2 c Okay Some Easy - - - - - -
Rater 3 D Okay Lots Difficult - not relevant - - Lots
Rater 4 C Okay A number Difficult - - - Short - -
Rater 5 C Okay Some Easy - - - - Some -
Rater 6 C Okay - Easy - - - Short - -
Rater 7 C Good Few - - - - - - -
Rater 8 C Okay Few - - - - Long - -
Rater 9 B Okay Some Difficult - Not interesting - - - -
Rater 10 c Okay Some Difficult - - - - Bad -
Note: The symbol (-) indicates no comment was given.
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When we look at the table we see that the raters mainly commented on the 
essay by focusing on eight categories: organization, grammar mistakes, message, 
interesting ideas, vocabulary, length, punctuation and spelling mistakes.
For organization, nine teachers said it’s “okay” and one of them said it is 
“good”. All the teachers mentioned grammar mistakes, but, as is seen in the table, 
the teachers have different interpretations for this category. Three teachers out of 10 
said there were few mistakes in the text. Although, the band descriptors for band B 
state there are a few mistakes in grammar and lexis, only one out of three gave a B to 
this essay and two of the “fews” gave it a C. One of them said there were a number 
of mistakes and he or she gave it a C, following the descriptor in that band.
One of the raters said there were lots of grammar mistakes and he or she gave 
it a D. Finally, four of them said there were some mistakes in the paper and three out 
of four gave it a C and one of them gave it a B.
Seven of the teachers mentioned the message category. Four of them said 
that the text is difficult to follow and three said that it was easy to follow. Two of the 
teachers who said the paper was difficult to follow gave it a C, one gave it a D and 
one gave it a B. The other three who said it was easy to follow gave C.
The three raters commented on the length of the text. Two of them said the 
essay was short, one of them gave it a B and the other, a C. The one out of three who 
said that the essay was long gave a C to this paper.
Only two teachers talked about punctuation mistakes: one of them said that 
the essay had some punctuation mistakes and gave it a C, and the other said the essay 
was bad in terms of punctuation and gave it a C as well.
One teacher out of ten mentioned giving examples, one talked about having 
interesting ideas and one talked about using vocabulary items which were irrelevant 
to the topic and one commented on the spelling mistakes in the paper.
In the interviews, the teachers were asked to explain the reasons for assigning 
particular scores to some of the essays that they had scored. When the teachers were 
shown these essays and the scores they had assigned, some of them stated that they 
had assigned such scores but they had changed their minds. For example, for essay 
27 (see Appendix E for the essay), three teachers who had assigned it a C, changed 
their ideas on this essay in the following way:
Rater 2 ;... when I read it again, now I felt it’s a B paper more than it’s a C paper. I
had given C because it shows satisfactory command of the language required for the 
task....I felt it is a B paper because the task is almost completed and there is a good 
command of the language required for the task. The student attempted to use variety of 
lexis and there are a few mistakes....it carries mostly the characteristics of band B than 
C.
Rater 6 : ....well, I’m looking at it now and I wonder why I gave it a C....I could change
this to B because there are not that many mistakes in it and the task is mostly
completed, there are few mistakes and they are not serious...content is okay....it’s
completed. I’m changing my mark from C to B.
Rater 7: It can also be B....now actually it seems a B paper to me not many grammar 
mistakes,...B because it’s better than other Cs.
It is interesting that all three teachers had given a C to essay 27, but when 
they were asked to explain their reasons for giving a C, they all said that they would 
change their scores from C to B.
In the interviews, the teachers were shown four essays they had scored and 
asked to explain their reasons for assigning particular grades to these essays. When
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the teachers were given the four essays and the grades they had assigned to these 
essays, they compared the essays and the scores. Therefore, that is why some of 
them changed the scores they had given.
When the teachers were asked whether they compare the essays with each 
other while they are grading them, only one of them said “no”:
Rater 1: 1 tried not to do because that might affect the objectivity of grading. 
However, the other 9 teachers stated that they compare essays with each other 
while they are grading them. Some of the teachers answered this question in the 
following way:
Rater do, if I’m giving an AI look at others that I have previously given an A. 
Then I look if I have given someone a B and I double check the one that I’m going to he 
giving A with B and A and then I decide.
Rater 3:....yes I do compare, that’s why sometimes I change my grade, I look at the
other papers and decide according to other papers.
Rater 8 : ....yes, I try to, deflnitely because I mean you can’t just go with these bands.
For example, if I gave a B to a paper and if I get another one that is similar to that one,
I have to look back, they should be similar in order to give them the same grade.
As it is shown in the above sentences, the teachers compare the essays with
each other while they are grading them. This shows that their grades are influenced 
by the essays they previously scored.
3. Bands are very close to each other so it’s difficult to differentiate between them.
The 9 teachers out of 10 sated that they have difficulties in scoring essays 
because the bands are very close to each other so it is difficult to differentiate 
between them. The below sentences are examples taken from some of the 
interviews.
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Rater 3: ...the only problem is with between band C and D it’s difflcult to decide if you 
should give C or D.
Rater 7 :.... sometimes I cannot distinguish whether to give B or C especially I can’t
give C....may be the band C is not clear for me.
Rater 9 :.... descriptors are very close to each other especially C and D...I think if they
have more things to differentiate between A B C D E F it would be more helpful.
For the third problem, most of the teachers stated that they have problems in
differentiating between the bands in the scale because they are close to each other. 
They further stated that they have the most problems in differentiating between 
bands C and D. The designer of the scale also suggested that the problems the raters 
have in grading tend to be around in the middle ranges of the scale because they are 
the harder ones to discriminate.
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Training on the use of the holistic rating scale
The 10 raters, including the assistant director were also interviewed about the 
training process on the use of the scale. The raters stated that they were trained on 
the use of the scale over two sessions by the teacher trainers. Each team was trained 
by a different teacher trainer. At the beginning of the training the teachers were first 
given the scale and together they discussed what each band meant in the scale. Then 
the teachers were given 5-6 sample essays to be marked. After marking these 
samples, they tried to establish a consensus about what a particular script should 
have been graded at and what made it that grade rather than another grade. Then the 
teachers were given about 20 papers to grade in a given time limit and finally they 
compared and discussed the grades assigned to each one and their reasons for 
assigning these grades to specific papers.
There is a training session after each level test before the marking process. In 
these sessions the teachers are given 5 or 6 sample essays on the same topic and in 
the same level that they are going to mark and are asked to grade these essays. The 
grading is done in pairs. First the pairs grade the papers individually in a given time 
limit, then they come together and compare their grades. If there is disagreement 
between the grades they try to reach an agreement and if they cannot, they get help 
from the teacher trainer.
The actual grading process is the same: the raters grade the given essays in 
pairs in a given time limit. Then the grades are collected and compared by the 
trainers. If there is disagreement between any of the grades the raters come together, 
reread these essays, and try to reach a consensus. If they cannot, the third rater who 
is usually the trainer in the team marks these essays. Therefore, the short training 
session done before the marking process is like a quick refresher course.
In this chapter, the data collected from student essays and raters’ opinions 
were analyzed and interpreted. In the next chapter, the results will be further 
discussed
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CHAPTER 5 : CONCLUSION
Overview of the study
This study intended to find out whether there are significant differences 
among teachers in their use of the holistic grading system for scoring essays at 
EMUEPS. In order to investigate this, two sets of data were collected: the scores 
assigned to 36 intermediate students’ essays and the raters’ ideas about the holistic 
rating scale used for scoring students’ essays. The participants in this study were 10 
intermediate level teachers at EMUEPS. The 10 teachers scored the 36 intermediate 
essays individually by using the six-band holistic rating scale used at EMUEPS. 
After scoring the 36 essays, the teachers were interviewed about the descriptors in 
the rating scale and also about the training they had had on using the holistic rating 
scale. The data were analyzed in two stages. First, the grades given to the 36 papers 
were correlated by using the Friedman Test. Second, the interviews were analyzed 
by using a coding system and the different interpretations of the scale were 
uncovered.
General Results
Are there significant differences among teachers in their use of the holistic grading 
system for scoring essays at EMUEPS?
The scores assigned to 36 intermediate essays by 10 teachers were correlated 
by a non-parametric test called the Friedman Test. The p-value obtained from this 
test was .000, which is statistically significant. This result revealed that there are 
significant differences among the teachers in their use of the holistic grading system 
for scoring essays at EMUEPS. Therefore, we rejected the null hypothesis, which
was “there is no significant differences among the grades given by 10 different 
teachers”.
As a result, since there are significant differences among the teachers in their 
use of the holistic grading system for scoring essays at EMUEPS, we can conclude 
that either the holistic rating scale used for scoring essays is not workable or the 
teachers are not trained well on the use of the scale or both.
What are the intermediate teachers’ perspectives on the use of the holistic grading 
system used at EMUEPS?
The interview results held with 10 raters on the use of the six-band holistic 
scale indicated that the raters face some problems on the use of the scale. According 
to the results, most of the teachers have common problems in assigning a grade to 
students’ test essays. The raters usually have difficulties because some essays do 
not fit into only one band. Since the students usually perform differently on different 
aspects of writing ability such as grammar, content and organization, it is difficult for 
the teachers to match a student performance only with one band on the six-point 
scale.
Also, some terms used in descriptors are not very clear for them; for example, 
almost no/a few/a number/some/many mistakes, satisfactory command o f the 
language and the task is fully/partially/largely complete. The interview results 
revealed that the teachers usually have problems in understanding the quantifiers 
used in different band descriptors. The results also showed that, despite their similar 
training, the raters had different interpretations of the quantifiers for the same essays. 
For the same essay, three of the raters stated that the essay contained a few mistakes 
in grammar, one said a number, four said some and one said a lot. These differences
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in the interpretation of the use of the terms showed that these terms are not clear for 
the teachers.
Another problem which the teachers usually face was related with the band 
descriptors. The teachers stated that they usually have problems in grading essays 
because the descriptors are very close to each other. Therefore, the teachers find it 
difficult to differentiate between bands. All the teachers stated that they usually have 
problems in distinguishing between bands C and D. This is an important area that 
needs to be taken into consideration because as White (1984) points out, the 
difference between bands C and D on a six-point holistic scale is the difference 
between pass and fail (cited in Vaughan, 1991).
As Alderson, Clapham and Wall (1995) put it, a rater is said to have intra­
rater reliability if he or she gives the same marks on two different occasions. 
However, during the interview when the teachers were asked to explain why they 
had given such scores to specific papers, some of the them changed their scores that 
they had assigned. This shows that some of the teachers might not have intra-rater 
reliability.
The interview results also revealed that the teachers usually compare essays 
with each other while they are grading them. Nine teachers stated that they usually 
compare essays during the grading process. As Upshur and Turner (1995) put it, 
sometimes the raters are influenced to grade a student performance in comparison 
with the grade given to another performance just graded. This means that an essay 
may be rated higher or lower depending on the quality of the essay rated just before 
it and not strictly in relation to the grading scale.
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The interview results held with the designer of the holistic rating scale 
showed that the designer of the scale is aware of the kind of problems the raters have 
and he believes that these problems can be overcome by building consensus in the 
marking team. This can only be done by examining quite a lot scripts and agreeing 
on the difference between each term. “None of these rating scales are clear until you 
have gone through the process of training yourself into the interpretation of the bands 
that is agreed upon.”
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Recommendations
Rating Scale
The problems that the raters have about the band descriptors while grading 
essays can be overcome by revising some of the descriptors. Since nearly all the 
raters have problems in distinguishing between bands C and D, the descriptors in 
these bands can be rewritten in order to make them more distinct from each other. 
Also most raters stated that they have problems in understanding some of the terms, 
especially quantifiers used in the descriptors, such as a few, a number and many. 
Therefore, these terms can also be revised.
As it was discussed in Chapter 2, sometimes the raters of the same students’ 
essays may not agree on the meaning of scale descriptors and therefore they give 
different scores to the same student performance. Especially the use of quantifiers 
such as some, a few  and several may cause differences of opinion (Alderson, 1991). 
This was also true for this study, as was observed from the interview results. The 
teachers had different interpretations of the same students’ papers. This was 
reflected by raters using different quantifiers for the same essays.
According to Underhill (1987) the more descriptors you give in the bands the 
easier for the rater to assign a grade, however at the same time it may be harder for 
the rater to match a student performance with all the descriptors in a band. He 
suggests that the only way to improve the scales is by “trial and error” (p. 90). “If 
you find from experience that a label or description is confusing, try to clarify it; and 
if you can’t, drop it” (Underhill, 1987, p. 90). If some of the terms used in the bands 
cannot be clarified they should be dropped.
In the interviews held with the 10 teachers on the use of the holistic scale, the 
teachers were asked to explain their reasons for assigning grades to specific essays. 
During the interviews it was observed that the teachers had difficulties in explaining 
their reasons for assigning particular grades to specific papers. This is not surprising; 
as was stated in Chapter 2 the scores generated from the holistic scoring system 
cannot be explained to others (Hamp-Lyons, 1991b).
When the raters indicated the aspects of the writing skill they focused on 
while assigning grades it was seen that they focused on two or three aspects of the 
writing skill such as message, grammar mistakes and organization rather than 
judging the essays as a whole. Holistic scoring requires the raters to evaluate a 
student performance as a whole, however, raters’ impressions of the quality might be 
affected by just one or two aspects of the work (Weir, 1995). Raters may focus on 
only on one or two aspects of writing performance and these differences in weighting 
of writing may produce unfair results (Cohen, 1994).
Sometimes, the descriptors in each band may not totally match with the 
specific performance being referred to because students often perform differently in 
different areas of writing ability, e.g., grammar, organization and content (Alderson,
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1991). In the interviews, the raters also indicated that most of the time they come 
across essays which do not totally match with all the descriptors in a band.
Since the same rating scale is used for all levels and as some of the teachers 
teach different levels after eight-week periods, they might raise or lower their 
standards as they move up or down in the program. As it was stated in Chapter 2, a 
teacher in a higher grade may give the same average rating to her class as a teacher at 
a lower grade who uses the same rating scale (Upshur & Turner, 1995). Therefore, 
in order to prevent this, different scales should be used across different levels.
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Training
Interview results indicated that the teachers need more training on the use of 
the holistic rating scale. As the designer of the rating scale suggested, the teachers 
need to go through more scripts until they reach a consensus about what each 
descriptor in each band means in their teams. Also they should be able to 
differentiate the six bands from each other.
As it was stated in Chapter 2, the raters should be shown the extent to which 
they are in line with other raters in order to achieve a common interpretation of the 
rating scale (Lumley & McNamara, 1995). As Hamp-Lyons (1991b) puts it, there 
should be some kind of standard that raters have to meet before they are allowed to 
take part in the actual scoring process. Therefore, the institution should make sure 
that the teachers are ready to take part in the actual scoring process.
The training of teachers should also emphasize not comparing essays with 
each other but following the bands.
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Limitations
The major limitation of this study was conducting it only with intermediate 
teachers at EMUEPS. Since this study was conducted only with intermediate 
teachers, it is not known whether the teachers at other levels face the same problems 
about the use of the holistic grading system or not.
Another limitation was not being able to observe the actual grading process 
and the training sessions that the teachers received after each level test. This was the 
result of having to conduct the study in a short time, away from the EMUEPS. 
Observation of these sessions may have brought further insights to the results found 
here.
Implications for Further Research
Those interested in further research might collect more data across different 
levels: elementary, pre-intermediate and upper-intermediate to see whether the 
teachers at different levels have similar problems about the six-band holistic rating 
scale. Also, different data collection methods can be used, for example “think-aloud 
protocols” (Vaughan, 1991). This method of data collection focuses on what 
actually goes on in raters’ minds when they are evaluating essays holistically, 
“....when information that is already verbal is reported audibly, the performance of 
the task itself is not visibly affected” (Vaughan, 1991, p.l 13). In this method, raters 
are free to express their ideas in any way they feel most comfortable such as reading 
the text aloud, commenting, summarizing every few sentences and referring to line 
numbers.
The training and grading process can be observed in order to be able to triangulate 
the study.
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Conclusion
This study investigated whether there are significant differences among the 
intermediate teachers in their use of the holistic grading system and also the teachers’ 
perceptions on the use of this system used for scoring essays at EMUEPS. The 
results were drawn from two types of data: essay scores and raters’ opinions. The 
results of the essay scores revealed that there are significant differences among 
teachers in their use of the grading system. The results collected from raters’ 
opinions showed that the holistic rating scale used for scoring essays is unclear and 
needs improvement and also the teachers need more training on the use of the scale.
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APPENDIX A
Holistic Rating Scale used at EMUEPS
BANDA • The task is fully completed
• The writing shows considerable mastery of the language required for the task
• There are almost no mistakes in grammar, lexis, spelling and punctuation
• The message can be followed with ease throughout
BANDB • The task is mostly completed
• The writing shows a good command of the language required for the task
• There are a few mistakes in grammar, lexis, spelling and punctuation but they are not 
serious
• The message can mostly be followed with ease
BANDC • The task is partially completed
• The writing shows satisfactory command of the language required for the task
• There are a number of mistakes in grammar, lexis and spelling and punctuation
• The message can mostly be followed, but not always with ease
BANDD • The task is largely incomplete
• The writing shows the student has problems using the language required for the task
• There are many mistakes in grammar, lexis, spelling and punctuation
• The message is difficult to follow
BANDE • The task is barely attempted
• The writing shows the student is unable to use the language required for the task
• The paper is full of mistakes in all areas
• The message can barely be followed
BANDE • The question is either unanswered or the content is totally without relevance
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APPENDIX B
Interview questions asked to the designer of the holistic rating scale
1. Why did you decide to use a holistic rating scale rather than an analytic one?
2. Why did you design a six-band scale? Why not 7, 8 or 9 bands?
3. How did you design the descriptors in the bands?
4. Can you explain what each descriptor means?
5. Are all teachers included in the grading process? Why?
6. Were the teachers trained on the use of the scale?
7. How many scripts did you use in the training sessions?
8. What kind of problems did the teachers have on the use of the rating scale in the 
training sessions?
9. Do teachers receive continuous training on the use of the scale?
10. What happens in these sessions?
11. Can you describe the marking process?
12. What happens if the two raters disagree with each other?
13. How many papers does each teacher mark?
APPENDIX C
Interview questions asked to 10 teachers at EMUEPS
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1. How many essays do you usually mark for each writing test?
2. How much time do you spend?
3. What do you think about the descriptors in each band?
4. Are there any terms in the descriptors which are not clear for you?
5. What are these terms?
6. Do you have any problems in marking essays?
7. What kind of problems do you usually have?
8. What do you usually do when you cannot decide which band to choose?
9. What do you usually do when an essay do not match with all the descriptors in a 
band?
10. Why did you assign such a score to essay 1,13,16 and 27?
11. Do you usually compare essays with each other while scoring them?
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APPENDIX D 
Essay 13
Everybody has a mother and father so everyone was living with his/her 
parents in his/her life. There are many advantages and disadvantages of living with 
our parents.
Firstly, there are many advantages: First of all, parents is been your side when 
you want to help. For example, my mother always helps to me when I have some 
problems. I think it is good advantage for me. Secondly, you don’t pay any 
electricity or gas bills when you were living with your family so its another good 
advantage. Moreover, your meal is made by your mother therefore you can’t think 
what you eat during the day.
Otherwise, there are many disadvantages. Firstly, it is so boring. For 
example you haven’t got your freedom. Furthermore, they always discuss your 
work. For example if you want to make something, they will give you advice maybe 
it seems good but it isn’t. And last one, you must do everything what they want.
To sum up this topic there are many advantages and disadvantages. But I 
think everyone needs they parents and I love my parents.
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APPENDIX E 
Essay 27
LIVING WITH PARENTS
Living with parents have advantages and disadvantages. I think you must 
learn to live with your parents, this is the most important think.
First of all, there are a lot of advantages and this advantages are very 
important for us. Firstly, you don’t have to pay money for home and you don’t have 
to think the house works and your meals. If you are married and you live with your 
parent, the most important advantage is that you are with your all family.
Secondly, there are a lot of disadvantages because you have to tell your 
mother or father what you are going to do, that is very bad because they don’t have 
to know everything about me. For example my cousin is living with his parents and 
if he is late my aunt worries about him and it’s bored. You can’t do everything 
because you are living with your parents, you are not free.
In conclusion, I think there are a lot of disadvantages because you can stay 
with your parents until 25 years old, it means for university time. I can’t stay with 
my family and if I’m married maybe my wife will be bored and I don’t want to tell 
everything about my life to my parents.
